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}  Identify which students are missing 
from your AIG classroom 

}  Know the strengths and limitations of 
common identification practices 

}  Apply specific strategies for 
identifying students with high 
potential who are at risk of falling 
through the cracks 

}  Suggestions for getting to know 
students’ potential gifts and talents 

 



}  Should	
  students	
  enrolled	
  in	
  gi/ed	
  programming	
  be	
  
representa4ve	
  of	
  the	
  overall	
  student	
  popula4on?	
  Why	
  
or	
  why	
  not?	
  
◦  Equity	
  
◦  Defensibility	
  of	
  program	
  

}  What	
  assump4ons	
  underlie	
  the	
  goal	
  of	
  equity?	
  Are	
  
they	
  warranted?	
  

}  Ford:	
  Is	
  there	
  a	
  “reasonable	
  goal”	
  even	
  if	
  it	
  falls	
  short	
  
of	
  perfect	
  equity?	
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  the	
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  a	
  “reasonable	
  goal”	
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The	
  emphasis	
  should	
  be	
  on	
  con4nuous	
  progress,	
  not	
  on	
  
instant	
  achievement	
  of	
  diversity	
  goals	
  



}  What are the demographics of our school and 
district? 
◦  Free/Reduced Lunch 
◦  English learners 
◦  Racial or ethnic categories 

}  What populations do we know are present but 
not evident in current reporting practice? 
◦  Specific sub-groups within broader categories 
◦ Other groups whose members may differ in 

readiness, prior experiences, or other ways? 
}  How do AIG populations in our school compare 

to the school and district population overall? 



}  Universal testing is the most effective approach, 
but also potentially the most costly 

}  Using any kind of screening step reduces the 
effectiveness of the process dramatically 
◦  Screening cut scores should be set far lower 

than we think, ~70th percentile 
◦ The lower the correlation between measures, 

the lower the cut score should be set  
}  Matrix-based methods often boil down to an IQ 

score, so use them with caution 



Grades	
  can	
  indicate	
  high	
  achievement	
  when	
  they	
  
evaluate	
  a	
  process	
  or	
  product	
  
}  Advantages	
  include:	
  
◦  Widespread	
  availability	
  
◦  Lens	
  into	
  developmental	
  history	
  of	
  students	
  
◦  Allows	
  observa4on	
  of	
  different	
  kinds	
  of	
  tasks	
  

}  Disadvantages	
  include:	
  
◦  Grades	
  may	
  include	
  irrelevant	
  characteris4cs	
  such	
  as	
  doing	
  
extra	
  work,	
  coopera4veness,	
  or	
  behavior	
  
◦  Grading	
  standards	
  vary	
  among	
  teachers	
  



}  Local norms essentially rank-order students 
at the local level, rather than comparing them 
to nationally representative populations 

}  They can more easily be set to yield 
consistent populations over time, making 
planning (staffing, etc.) more efficient 

}  Local norms show who in a given setting 
"needs more" or is able to benefit from an 
accelerated curriculum, in comparison to 
other learners in the same setting. 



}  Florida's "Plan B" identification criteria allow a 
lower cut score (115-120 vs. 130+) for 
students from ELL or low-SES backgrounds 

}  Simply having a Plan B document increased 
identification of both low-SES and Black 
students into gifted programming 
◦  Plan B did not specifically address Black learners! 
◦  The	
  rela4ve	
  odds	
  of	
  being	
  iden4fied	
  for	
  a	
  gi/ed	
  program	
  for	
  
FRL	
  or	
  Black	
  students	
  were	
  1.7	
  to	
  1.98	
  4mes	
  higher	
  in	
  districts	
  
with	
  Plan	
  B	
  policies,	
  rela4ve	
  to	
  those	
  districts	
  without	
  Plan	
  B	
  
policies	
  



Evaluation 

Conception 

 Identification 

Programming 











}  Aptitude and ability 
}  Achievement 
}  Academic background 
}  Cultural  
}  Affect (enthusiasm level and personality) 
}  Effort (rule-oriented, procedural, intellectual) 
}  Learning styles 
}  Attitude 
}  Interest areas 
}  Expression styles 
}  Self-regulation 
}  Independence 
           (Reis, personal communication, n.d.) 





} Toilet Paper Activity 
}  Synergy – Squiggle Art 
}  Silent birthday line up 
} 4 Corners 
}  Pennants 



Inventories to Know Students 
 
1. Total Talent Portfolio: 
http://gifted.uconn.edu/schoolwide-enrichment-model/ttp/ 
 
2. Student Interest-A-Lyzers: 
http://gifted.uconn.edu/schoolwide-enrichment-model/
sem3rd/ 
 
3. What MI am I? 
http://multipleintelligencesoasis.org/what-mi-am-i/  
 
4. Learning Style Inventory 
http://www.personal.psu.edu/bxb11/LSI/LSI.htm This 
learning style survey has questions that will help determine if 
you are an auditory, visual, or tactile learner. 
 
5. VARK Questionnaire  
http://vark-learn.com/the-vark-questionnaire/ 
 

 
 
 



Alternative Assessment/Expression Formats: What 
would a professional in that domain use? 
 
}  Demonstration 
}  Performance 
◦  Skit, poetry reading, 
music/dance 

}  Experiment 
}  Service/PSA 
}  Debate 
}  Presentation 
}  Brochure 

}  YouTube Video 
}  Interview 
}  Interactive Online Poster 
}  Blog 
}  Website 
}  **Add complexity: Multi-media  
}  **When possible, real-world 

audience!  
}  **Power standards 

•  Showcase students’ current strengths  
•  Student discovery of new talents 



Other 





How would tap into students’ 
hidden potential? 

 
What concerns do you still have? 



}  Identify which students are missing from 
your AIG classroom 

}  Know the strengths and limitations of 
common identification practices 

}  Apply specific strategies for identifying 
students with high potential who are at risk 
of falling through the cracks 

}  Suggestions for getting to know students’ 
potential gifts and talents 
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Thank you for attending! 

michael.matthews@uncc.edu 
cgilson@uncc.edu 
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